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EXAMINER'S RESPONSE 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114 was 
filed in this application after a decision by the Board of 
Patent Appeals and Interferences, but before the filing of a 
Notice of Appeal to the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit 
or the commencement of a civil action. Since this application 
is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114 and the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the appeal 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114 and prosecution in 
this application has been reopened pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. 
Applicant's submission filed on 3-27-06 has been entered. 

The examiner has considered the new presentation of claims and 
applicant's arguments in view of the disclosure and the present 
state of the prior art. And it is the examiner's opinion that 
the claims are unpatentable for the reasons set forth in this 
Office action: 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 & 103 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not 
included in this action can be found in a prior Office action. 

3. Claims 1-3, 6-9, 11-20, 31-45, 47-51, 53-62 and 64-73 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
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Johnson (US 5557254) in combination with Rick (US 6552648) and 
Hertel (US 5532690) in combination with 

Regarding claim 1, Johnson discloses an apparatus 
comprising: a functional unit (200) ; a location determination 
device (419) ; a local policy enforcement device (300 - w/ GPS 
movement alarm in cols. 17-18) coupled to the location 
determination device and the functional unit; and a 
communication interface coupled (417,213) coupled to the local 
policy enforcement device for sending location information to a 
central agency 103 and receiving enable/disable commands from 
the central agency- See figs. 1-4 and col- 3 line 64 - col. 6 
line 56. A failure to meet a local location policy is not 
expressly disclosed, but at least suggested by GPS triggered 
alarms disclosed in col. 17 lines 9-18 and col. 18 lines 16-17. 
Further, a GPS range alarm in disclosed in col. 25 line 63 - 
col. 26 line 64. Receiving an enable signal from the central 
agency when the location information complies with a remote 
policy is not expressly disclosed, but is suggested by clearing 
all alarms step 12 99 in response to receiving acknowledgment in 
step 12 97 that position report of step 12 95 was received by the 
central agency. See fig. 10 J and cols. 21-23. Further, the 
vehicle receives remote commands to enable/disable the vehicle 
from the central agency that includes a database of 
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position/ location information, user authentication data and 
other conditions/policies used in determining if operation of 
the vehicle should be enabled or disable in cols. 11 line 17 - 
col. 14 line 40. Enabling and disabling are provided because 
the ignition module and fuel line control valve may be turned 
both on and off in col. 5 line 55 - col. 6 line 2. Also, disarm 
of the security system by the central monitoring station in 
response to proper authentication in col. 14 lines 3-7 
corresponds to enable signal or at least suggests this since the 
vehicle would not then be disabled as provided when not 
authorized in col. 14 lines 8-14. Further the transmitted 
information includes location information in col. 12 lines 51-55 
and the remote policy includes location in col. 11 lines 55-65. 

Rick discloses an apparatus with a remote master station 
sending an enable signal if location meets a remote policy 
(transgression of use not determined) in col. 4 lines 1-47 as an 
alternative or addition to local comparison. The communication 
to the master station is triggered by a condition such as drive 
distance that is a local location policy or at least suggests 
such . 

Hertel discloses an apparatus comprising: a functional unit 
(40) ; a location determination device (14) ; a local policy 
enforcement device (30, 16) coupled to the location 
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determination device and the functional unit; and a 
communication interface coupled (36) to the local policy 
enforcement device. See fig. 1 and col. 3 lines 30 - col. 4 
line 50. Hertel includes a transmitter 36 to send information 
related to "failure-to-match" such location (surface 
coordinates) to a external storage in col. 4 lines 41-49 or a 
central agency in col. 5 lines 52-67. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have included in 
Johnson an enable signal from the central agency in response to 
meeting a remote policy as disclosed by Rick to allow override 
(enable) form the central as an alternative or addition to local 
monitoring of transgressions. It further would have been 
obvious for communication to the central to have included 
location information related to a failure to meet a local policy 
as disclosed in Hertel as a criteria to notify a central agency 
of the location and suggested by Johnson disclosing reporting a 
an alarm to a central agency in response to location/position 
that is not permitted. 

Regarding claim 2, the apparatus of Hertel applied above to 
claim 1 includes the location determination device 14 comprising 
a position detection device 14 in the form of GPS receiver 14 in 
col. 3 lines 33-40. 
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Regarding claim 3, the apparatus of Hertel applied above to 
claim 2 includes the position determination device 14 
comprising a global positioning system receiver in the form of 
GPS receiver 14 in col. 3 lines 33-40. 

Regarding claim 6, the apparatus of Hertel applied above to 
claim 1 further comprises a user authenticator coupled to the 
local policy enforcement device. See col. 5 lines 55-60 and 
col. 4 line 10. 

Regarding claim 7, the apparatus of Hertel applied above to 
claim 6 includes the user authenticator comprising a password 
device in col. 5 lines 55-60. 

Regarding claim 8, Hertel includes authenticator comprising 
password input rather than a biometric input device. Johnson 
discloses biometric input such as voice or camera as alternative 
to entering a code on a keypad. See col. 6 lines 14-38. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have included in Hertel the 
biometric input device of claim 8 as disclosed in Johnson to be 
a an alternative to password input. 

Regarding claim 9, the apparatus of Hertel applied above to 
claim 6 includes the location determination device comprising a 
global positioning system receiver discussed above in re claim 
3. 
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Regarding claim 11, the apparatus of Hertel applied above 
to claim 1 includesl the local policy enforcement device 
comprising means for determining whether the apparatus is within 
a distance from a location such as a radius in col. 4 line 66 - 
col. 5 line 1. 

Regarding claim 12, the apparatus of Hertel applied above 
to claim 11 includes the distance is a predetermined distance 
such as 10 meters in col. 4 lines 66-67. 

Regarding claim 13, the apparatus of claim Hertel applied 
above to 11 includes the location is a predetermined location 
such as permitted surface coordinates stored in database in col. 
4 lines 19-23. 

Regarding claim 14, the apparatus of Hertel applied above 
to claim 11 includes the location is a previously-determined 
location of the apparatus such as the stored coordinates or 
radius discussed above. 

Regarding claim 15, the apparatus of Hertel applied above 
to claim 14 includes the distance is a predetermined distance as 
applied above to claim 12 . 

Regarding claim 16, the apparatus of Hertel applied above 
to claim 1 includes the local policy enforcement device 
comprising means for dynamically adapting a local policy in 
response to previous location determinations and previous 



Application/Control Number: 0 9/765,823 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2612 

applications of the local policy in the learning mode of col. 3 
lines 63-65. 

Regarding claim 17, the apparatus of Hertel applied above 
to 1 includes the local policy enforcement device comprising 
means for determining, in response to a determination by the 
location determination device that the apparatus has been moved 
to a new location, whether the new location complies with a 
local policy comparison of current coordinates to permitted 
coordinates in col. 4 lines 19-23. 

Regarding claim 18, the apparatus of Hertel applied above 
to 17 includes the local policy is whether the new location is a 
pre-approved location such as permitted surface coordinates 
stored in database as noted above. 

Regarding claim 19, the apparatus of Hertel applied above 
to claim 17 includes the local policy is whether the new 
location is within a distance from a prior location of the 
apparatus such as the radius discussed above. 

Regarding claim 20, the apparatus of Hertel applied above 
to claim 19 includes the distance is a predetermined distance as 
applied above to claim 12 . 

Regarding claim 31, Johnson discloses a method of operating 
an apparatus including performing authentication of an attempted 
user of the apparatus: if the user is determined to be not 
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authorized to use the apparatus, disabling the apparatus; and 
if the user is determined to be authorized to use the apparatus, 
determining a location of the apparatus, checking whether the 
location complies with a local policy administered by the 
apparatus, if the location complies with the local policy, 
enabling the apparatus, and if the location does not comply with 
the local policy, informing an external agent having a remote 
policy of the location and if the a apparatus complies with the 
remote policy enabling the apparatus, if the location does not 
comply with the remote policy, disabling the apparatus. As in 
claim 1, a failure to meet a local location policy is not 
expressly disclosed in Johnson and an enable signal from the 
central agency when the location information complies with a 
remote policy is not expressly disclosed in Johnson, The 
differences would have been obvious in view of Rick and Hertel 
for the same reasons applied above to claim 1 and further in 
view of col. 11 lines 59-65 of Johnson including remote position 
information at in database 607 of the central monitoring 
station. Hertel discloses disabling the system in response to 
password authorization in col. 5 lines 55-56, and if this does 
not clearly dis/enable the apparatus, then such would have been 
obvious in view of Johnson disclosing authorization to prevent 
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carjacking or theft as discussed above and Rick requiring a key 
input in step 304. 

Regarding claim 32, the method of claim 31 further 
comprising: the remote agent providing an electronic 
notification to a law enforcement device; and 

the remote agent providing an electronic notification to the law 
enforcement device; wherein the notifications to the law 
enforcement device include providing data identifying the 
location of the apparatus would have been obvious in view of 
fig. 7 step 725 and col. 14 lines 8-14 of Johnson calling law 
enforcement officials to inform them about the crime in progress ( 
and the location of the vehicle to prevent carjacking and is 
suggested by transmitting location to police in col. 5 lines 65- 
67 of Hertel. 

Regarding claim 33, the method of claim 32 wherein the 
notifications to the law enforcement device further include 
providing data gathered during the authentication of the user 
would have been obvious in view of informing law enforcement 
about the crime in progress in fig. 7 step 725 and col. 14 lines 
8-14 of Johnson to prevent carjacking. 

Regarding claim 34, the method of claim 33 wherein the 
data comprises biometric input data would have been obvious for 
the same reason applied above to claim 8 . 
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Regarding claim 35, the method of claim 31 further 
comprising: the remote agent registering the location of the 
apparatus would have been obvious in view of the positioning in 
col. col. 12 lines 51-54 of Johnson to track the vehicle. 

Regarding claim 36, the method of claim 31 wherein the 
local policy comprises determining whether the location is in 
compliance with a policy selected from the group comprising: the 
location of the apparatus is within a predetermined area; the 
location of the apparatus is less than a predetermined distance 
from a prior location; and the location of the apparatus is a 
pre-approved location is disclosed by Hertel for the reasons 
applied above to claims 11-20. 

Regarding claim 37, the method of claim 31 wherein the 
local policy comprises determining whether the location is in 
compliance with a distance-based policy is disclosed by Hertel 
for the reasons applied above to claim 11. 

Regarding claim 38. the method of claim 31 wherein the 
local policy comprises determining whether the location is in 
compliance with an area-based policy is disclosed by Hertel for 
the reasons applied above to claim 11-20. 

Regarding claim 39, the method of claim 31 wherein the 
remote policy comprises determining whether the location is in 
compliance with a policy selected from the group comprising: the 
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location of the apparatus is within a predetermined area; the 
location of the apparatus is less than a predetermined distance 
from a prior location; the location has been pre-approved by a 
registered owner of the apparatus; the location is an authorized 
repair facility for the apparatus; all locations have been pre- 
approved until a first registration at a first location; total 
motion of the apparatus since a predetermined time is less than 
a predetermined cumulative distance; the apparatus has been 
moved fewer times than a predetermined number; and the 
apparatus is within a non-export-controlled country would have 
been obvious in view of the policy of Hertel as applied above 
and the policy of Johnson including, for example, special 
instructions regarding leaving airport parting lot in col. 11 
lines 59-65. 

Regarding claim 40, the method of claim 31 further 
comprising at least one of: dynamically adjusting the local 
policy; and dynamically adjusting the remote policy is disclosed 
by Hertel for the same reasons applied to claim 16. 

Regarding claim 41, Johnson discloses a system comprising: 
a communication link an appliance including, a functional unit ; 
means for dis/enabling the functional unit; a location 
determination device; a local policy enforcement device coupled 
to the communication link to the means for dis/enabling, and to 
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the location determination device; the local policy device 
transmitting location information to a remote agent; the remote 
agent device (central monitoring station) including, a registry 
adapted to store information regarding the apparatus; and 
remote policy enforcement device coupled to the communication 
link and registry to enable/disable the apparatus based on a 
remote policy. But as in claims 1 and 31, a failure to meet a 
local location policy in the local policy device is not 
expressly disclosed in Johnson and an enable signal from the 
remote policy enforcement device of the central agency when the 
location information complies with a remote policy is not 
expressly disclosed in Johnson. The differences would have been 
obvious in view of Rick and Hertel for the same reasons applied 
above to claims 1 and 31. 

Regarding claim 42, the system of claim 41 wherein the 
information includes location information would have been 
obvious for the reasons applied above to claim 35. 

Regarding claim 43, the system of claim 42 wherein the 
appliance further includes a user authentication device coupled 
to the local policy enforcement device would have been obvious 
to the reasons applied above to claims 6 and 31. 

Regarding claim 44, the system of claim 43 wherein the 
information further includes user identification information 
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would have been obvious in view of the identifying information 
in col. 11 lines 38-65 of Johnson for preventing carjacking. 

Regarding claim 45, the system of claim 41 wherein the 
location determination device comprises a global positioning 
system receiver would have been obvious for the same reasons 
applied above to claim 9. Also, Johnson includes a GPS receiver 
419/219. 

Regarding claim 47, the system of claim 41 wherein the 
local policy enforcement device comprises means for determining 
whether the appliance is in a location, determined by the 
location determination device, which location complies with a 
policy selected from the group comprising: the location of the 
appliance is within a predetermined area; the location of the 
appliance is less than a predetermined distance from a prior 
location; and the location of the appliance is a pre-approved 
location would have been obvious for the reasons applied above 
to claims 27-29. 

Regarding claim 48, the system of claim 47 wherein the 
remote policy enforcement device comprises means for determining 
whether the location complies with a policy selected from the 
group comprising: the location of the appliance is within a 
predetermined area; the location of the appliance is less than 
a predetermined distance from a prior location; the location 
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has been pre-approved by a registered owner of the appliance; 
the location is an authorized repair facility for the appliance; 
all locations have been pre-approved until a first registration 
at a first location; total motion of the appliance since a 
predetermined time is less than a predetermined cumulative 
distance; the appliance has been moved fewer times than a 
predetermined number; and the appliance is within a permitted 
country would have been obvious for the reasons applied above to 
claim 39. 

Regarding claim 49, the system of claim 41 further 
comprising: means for dynamically adjusting a local policy of 
the local policy enforcement device would have been obvious for 
the reasons applied above to claim 40. 

Regarding claim 50, the system of claim 41 further 
comprising: means for dynamically adjusting a remote policy of 
the remote policy enforcement device would have been obvious 
because the special instructions in col. 11 lines 59-65 of 
Johnson implies owner or user input which is dynamic. Further, 
it would have been obvious to have input this in a leaning mode 
as a convenient manner of data entry disclosed in col. 3 lines 
59-67 Hertel as an alternative to keyboard entry. 

Regarding claim 51, a method comprising: an apparatus 
determining its location; the apparatus determining whether the 
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location complies with a local policy; the location complies 
with the local policy, enabling the apparatus; if the location 
does not comply with the local policy, a remote device 
determining whether the location complies with a remote policy; 
if the location complies with the remote policy, enabling the 
apparatus, if the location does not comply with the remote 
policy, performing authentication of a user of the apparatus and 
if the user is authenticated enabling the apparatus would have 
been obvious for the same reasons applied above to claim 31 and 
in view of the authentication in col. 6 of Johnson. Violation 
of the special instruction "should not leave airport parking 
lot" suggests an alarm condition that requires authorization. 

Regarding claim 53, the method of claim 51 further 
comprising, if the location complies with the remote policy: the 
remote device registering information provided from the 
apparatus to the remote device would have been obvious for the 
reasons applied above to claim 35. 

Regarding claim 54, the method of claim 53 wherein the 
information comprises information identifying the location, 
would have been obvious for the reasons applied above to claim 
35. 

Regarding claim 55, the method of claim 51 further 
comprising, if the user is not authenticated: the remote device 
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sending a notification to a law enforcement device would have 
been obvious for the reasons applied above to claim 32. 

Regarding claim 56* the method of claim 55 wherein the 
notification comprises an identification of the location of the 
apparatus would have been obvious for the reasons applied above 
to claim 32 . 

Regarding claim 57, the method of claim 56 wherein the 
notification further comprises information gathered during the 
authentication of the user would have been obvious for the 
reasons applied above to claim 33. 

Regarding claim 58, the method of claim 57 wherein the 
information comprises biometric input data would have been 
obvious for the reasons applied above to claim 34. 

Regarding claim 59, the method of claim 51 further 
comprising: the apparatus dynamically adjusting the local policy 
would have been obvious for the reasons applied above to claim 
49 

Regarding claim 60, the method of claim 5 9 further 
comprising: the remote device dynamically adjusting the remote 
policy would have been obvious for the reasons applied above to 
claim 50. 

Regarding claim 61, claim 61 generally corresponds to claim 
1 with the addition of a disabling means that would have bee 
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obvious for the same reasons applied above to claim 1 because 
the applied art includes enabling and disabling. 

Regarding claim 62, authentication would have been obvious 
for the same reasons applied above to claim 6 and 31. 

Regarding claim 64, in the apparatus of claim 63, the 
improvement further comprising: means for authenticating a user 
of the apparatus; and the means for checking further for 
causing the means for disabling to enable the functional unit if 
the user is authentic, and for causing the means for disabling 
to disable the functional unit if the user is not authentic 
would have been obvious for the reasons applied above to claim 
62. 

Regarding claim 65, Johnson discloses a method of operating 
an apparatus, the method comprising: determining a location of 
the apparatus; checking a local policy and if not compliant 
informing a central agency of location. Johnson includes 
enable/disable signals from a remote agent, but does not 
expressly disclose enable/disable based on remote location 
policy. The differences would have been obvious in view of 
Rick and Hertel for the reasons applied above to claim 1. 
The further features of claims 66-73 would have been obvious for 
the same reasons applied to claims above. 
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4. Claim 4-5, 10 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Johnson (US 5557254), Rick (US 6552648) 
and Hertel (US 5532690) and as applied above in combination with 
Mansell (US 5223844) . 

The combination applied above lacks the position 
determination device comprising an accelerometer of claim 4, 10 
and 46. Hertel lacks the location detection device comprising a 
motion detection device of claim 5 . 

Mansell discloses an analogous art vehicle tracking and 
security system with position determining that comprises an 
accelerometer 3 93 in col. 0 line 54 - col. 10 line 18 with 
advantages such as economical, miniaturized, greater overall 
location and direction information. A motion sensor 372 in 
included in col. 11 lines 15-22 to detect possible theft. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have included in the 
combination applied above a position determination device 
comprising an accelerometer of claims 4 and 10 as disclosed in 
Mansell for the advantages stated above. It further would have 
been obvious to have included the location detection device 
comprising a motion detection device as disclosed in Mansell to 
detect possible theft. 
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Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-20, 31-51, 
53-62, and 64-73 have been considered but are moot in view of 
the new ground (s) of rejection. 
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